To: GHG-Endangerment-Docket@epa.gov
Re: Docket ID No. EPA-HQ- OAR-2009-0171

From: S. Fred Singer, PhD, Non-Governmental Internéional Panel on Climate Change (NIPCC)

Expertise: Atmospheric physics; solar-terrestrial relatiorssroic rays; paleo-climatology; weather satellited a
remote sensing

singer@sepp.org, singer@nipccreport.org Tel: 703-920-2744 Date: Jufé, 2009

Please find the following comments related to EPXsil 24, 2009Proposed Endangerment and Cause or
Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases Under Sdoh 202(a) of the Clean Air Act

My comments also address issues in the April 1092@chnical Support Document (TSD)that includes many of
the detailed references to science, data, and sodet to justify material in tHendangerment Finding (EF).

1. Summary of Principal Comment

This Comment concentrates on TSD SectioABiribution of Observed Climate Change to Anthrogig
Greenhouse Gas Emissions at the Global and Cortah&gale” Since it follows the line of argument of theNU.
IPCC (IPCC) and the U.S. Climate Change Sciencgrno (CCSP), | will actually critique the IPCC repitself
as well as the CCSP

| contrast the title of TSD Section 5 with the NIPQ008 ReportNature, Not Human Activity, Controls the
Climate; which responds to the claims of the UN-IPCCubmit a copy of this Summary document for the rdcor
(link: http://www.sepp.org/publications/NIPCC_final.pdf | also submit the full NIPCC report, which da
accessed atww.nipccreport.org

Key issue Is the cause of global warming natural (and tfoeesunstoppable) or are anthropogenic greenhouse
(GH) gases responsible for26entury climate changes? We know of no evidehaegupports anthropogenic
global warming (AGW), the main conclusion of IPC&h¢{ EPA). EPA’s EF-TSD presents no independent
evidence to support the claim that CO2 is a pollutat. This is our principal disagreement with the EPA
Endangerment Finding.

Since the greenhouse gas, carbon dioxide, is djothatributed, we need to determine whether the
observed rise in CO2 can produce the kind of teatpes increase demonstrated by greenhouse motleéskey
parameter is the so callédimate sensitivity (CS),” usually defined as the increase of global meafasar
temperature produced by a doubling of global COiteatration.

Published models give differing values of CS, usuainging between 1.5 and 4.5 degC. It has bea@riukent that
these differences come about from different wayshith model parameters are chosen. Dependingsumzed
parameter values, the climate sensitivity can déaelower than 1.5 and can range up to 11.5 ded@séd models
are the basis of the “evidence” EPA purports teatin the TSD.

The question then arises about the validity of suckel results, which can only be established fiinca
comparison with observations. But observed tentperdrends of the past 100 years are sometimetveod 920-
1940) and sometimes negative (1940-1975, and aise $998), in spite of increasing CO2 trends. afle one
cannot reproduce observed temperatures simplyibhg gseenhouse (GH) forcing. As a result, the IR@

EPA) have attempted to reproduce the observed terype history of the 20century by using a combination of
GH gas forcing, aerosol and ozone forcing, andrahfarcing (which includes volcanoes and TotalgBdiradiance
-- TSI). There are at least four problems with this procedue, which makes it unsuitable for validating
climate models and then using these model results justify “endangerment”:

1. Agreement between the observed temperaturehistal IPCC model results can only be achievedhmpsing
the right adjustable parameters for these majdrapbgenic and natural forcings. This choice Bteary and



clearly becomes an exercise in “curve fitting” anodhing more. While a suitable choice of paranseteay fit the
globaltemperature data, the same choice does not fitditbern hemisphere and southern hemisphere selyara

2. The IPCC procedure concentrates on GH gasdgrmres other possible important human influensash as the
“urban heat island” effect and changes in surfdicedo -- from agriculture, from deforestation aefbrestation,
from major biomass burning, and from major pollatibke the Asian “brown cloud.”

3. An even more serious problem is the inadequatein which models handle water vapor, the mogioirtant
GH gas, and especially the properties and distdbudf clouds. Most differences in CS between ni®dese from
these microphysics factors and choice of cloudmatars. This can be seen from the poor way inhiR€C
models handle precipitatiorEven more important, while all models incorporate gpositive feedback from
water vapor (WV), observational results suggest thahe feedback is actually negative and reducele
warming effects of CO2.

4. Finally, the IPCC and the CCSP have ignored wghpérhaps the major natural forcing, resultirmfrchanges in
solar activity. Investigations of paleo-temperatyrfor example in stalagmites, have establishédtbwi doubt a
detailed correlation between temperature and cesmyiintensity (which in turn is modulated by chaagn solar
activity). Under the category of “solar forcingiet IPCC (and EPA) consider only changes in TSIch/ire too
small to be important.

CONCLUSION:

To meet its obligations under the Information Qualty Act, EPA must carefully review every document tlat it
purports to use for its policy determinations, espeally documents and model projections that were pyduced
outside of the requirements of U.S. law.

Also: Under the U.S. Supreme Court’s 2007 rulim@/iassachusetts v. EPA, the agency can regulapotitants
only if its endangerment finding is reasoned andsabject td'‘profound scientific uncertainty .”

The evidence from the “fingerprint” analysis of NIPCC [see Appendix--E] clearly shows that the increasin
CO2 has not produced a detectable increase in glob@mperature in the past 30 years Hence:

m Climate Sensitivity is about one-tenth of the mddn value of IPCC (and EPA-TSD).
m CO2 is not a pollutant.
m The Administrator should not use the IPCC reportas a foundation document for the proposed

Endangerment Finding but must conduct an open andransparent independent analysis.

2. Additional Comments Based on the NIPCC 2008 Fitings Related to the TSD Issues

® Evidence of warming is not evidence that the cause anthropogenic.

® The so-called ‘hockey-stick’ diagram of warming the®n discredited.

® The correlation between temperature and carborididgvels is inconsistent.

® Computer model results don’t constitute “evidence’for anthropogenic global warming.
®* The global surface temperature record itself i€ligible.

® Global warming prior to 1940 was not anthropoger@itimate cooled from 1940 to 1976.
®* Internal oscillations play a major role in climateange, yet cannot be forecast.

®* The role of solar influences on the climate cahamger be neglected.

® Computer models:



do not consider solar dimming and brightening.

cannot accurately model the role of clouds.

do not simulate a possible negative feedback fraterwapor.
do not explain many features of the Earth’s obskolignate.

o cannot produce reliable predictions of regionahelie change.

O O O0OOo

® Estimates of recent sea-level rise are unreliable.

® ‘Bottoms-up’ modeling of future sea levels does wmaformly predict rising sea
levels.

® Each successive IPCC report has forecast a snsabielevel rise.

® Forecasts of more rapid sea-level rise are nofldeed

® Past trends in atmospheric levels of CO2 are paortierstood and controversial.

® Carbon dioxide sources and sinks are poorly unoledst

® The role of oceans as CO2 sources and sinks igax swurce of uncertainty.

® The IPCC's estimates of future anthropogenic CO2 erssions are too high.

® Higher concentrations of CO2 would be beneficigbtemt and animal life.

® Higher concentrations of CO2 are not responsibievieather extremes, storms, or hurricanes.
® Human health and national economies generally kefn@h warmer temperatures.

Further: It is well understood that EPA cannoglrout CO2 but must control emissions of@H gases. These,
of course, includenethaneandnitrous oxide, more potent GH gases than CO2. Major naturaicesuwf CH4 are
wetlands; major anthropogenic sources include Ifsdfice growing, and methane from ruminants (mhacattle
and sheep) whose population increases roughlyeataime rate as population [Singer 1971]. The mmjman-
related source of N20 is soil management, relaiddrtilizer use and other agricultural practices.

3. Appendices:

A--Erroneous claims and statements in the EF/TSD

B--What is the NIPCC?

C--The “Fingerprint Method”

D--Additional Observations on the Problems with IPCC process

E--Results of Fingerprint Analysis: Nature Rules he Climate, not Human Activity

F--References
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APPENDICES

APP- A--Erroneous claims and statements in the EFSD

| list here (in italics) specificlaims and statements in the EF/TSD, all contradieid by the NIPCC

Observed Trends in Greenhouse Gas Emissions anddgatrations

[OE 4] Most of the observed increase in global eage temperatures since the mid-20th century isywékely due to the
observed increase in anthropogenic GHG concentrasoClimate model simulations suggest natural forciigna (e.g.,
changes in solar irradiance) cannot explain theexsed warming.

th st
[OE 5] U.S. temperatures also warmed during the 28nd into the 21 century; temperatures are now approximately 0.7°C
(1.3°F) warmer than at the start of the 20th ceptwith an increased rate of warming over the @®tyears. Both the IPCC
and CCSP reports attributed recent North Americanming to elevated GHG concentrations. In the CE8W®8g) report the
authors find that for North America, “more than half this warming [for the period 1951-2006] isdiy the result of human-
caused greenhouse gas forcing of climate change.”

Projections of Future Climate Change with Continuddcreases in Elevated GHG Concentrations

st
[PF 2] Future warming over the course of the 2tentury, even under scenarios of low emissions dgifovis very likely to be
greater than observed warming over the past centégcording to climate model simulations summarizgdhie IPCC,
through about 2030, the global warming rate is etiel little by the choice of different future erigasscenarios. By the end of
the century, projected average global warming (cared to average temperature around 1990) variesifiantly depending
on emissions scenario and climate sensitivity apsioms, ranging from 1.8 to 4.0°C (3.2 to 7.2°Fjthnan uncertainty range of
1.11to0 6.4°C (2.0 to 11.5°F).

TSD.39

5(a) Attribution of observed climate change to antipogenic emissions

Computer-based climate models are the primary taséd for simulating the likely patterns of respooéthe climate system to
different forcing mechanisms (both natural and aoptogenic). Confidence in these models comes finein foundation in
accepted physical principles and from their abitibyreproduce observed features of current clinzate past climate changes
(IPCC, 2007a).

Studies to detect climate change and attributedtsses using patterns of observed temperature ehsinow clear evidence of
human influences on the climate system (Karl e28i06).

The Third Assessment Report in 2001 concludedbat of the observed warming over the last 50 yisdikely to have been
due to the increase in greenhouse gas concenta{i®¥CC, 2001b). The conclusion in IPCC’s 2007 Rbukssessment Report
(2007b) is the strongest yet:

20

Most of the observed increase in global averageptgatures since the mid-20th century is very likelye to the observed
increase in anthropogenic greenhouse gas conceoftrst

TSD.40

The increased confidence in the greenhouse gasilootion to the observed warming results from (Héget al., 2007):

¢ an expanded and improved range of observationsvailg attribution of warming to be more fully addses jointly
with other changes in the climate system

TSD.41



21
Fingerprint studies have identified greenhouse gas and sulfate aesigakls in observed surface temperature records, a
stratospheric ozone depletion signal in stratosphesmperatures, and the combined effects of tfugsing agents in the
vertical structure of atmospheric temperature chesi(Karl et al., 2006). Howevean important inconsistency may have
been identified in the tropics. In the tropics, medkservational data sets show more warming at srface than
in the troposphere, while almost all model simiolas have larger warming aloft than at the surfage@ossible
explanation for this inconsistency is error in thigservations, but the issue is still under invegtan (Karl et al., 2006).

21
Fingerprint studies use rigorous statistical metedd compare the patterns of observed temperatumaeges with model

expectations and determine whether or not simiksitould have occurred by chance. Linear trendgamisons are less powerful
than fingerprint analyses for studying cause-effetdtionships, but can highlight important diffees and similarities between
models and observations (as in Figures 5.1 and. 5.2)

NOTE: NIPCC agrees with footnote 21 above. Alsoate that TSD.41 admits that fingerprints don’t matd in
the crucial region of the tropics (30 S to 30N)
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APP-B--What is the NIPCC (Nongovernmental Internatonal Panel on Climate Change)?

NIPCC is what its name suggests: an internatioaakpof 30-+nongovernmentacientists and scholars from 15
countries who have come together to understandatbges and consequences of climate chdrgecredentials of
the NIPCC Contributors exceed the “expert reviewersof the EPA’s TSD. Because we are not predisposed to
believe climate change is caused by human greerelgasemissions, we are able to look at evidereeéPGC
ignored. Because we do not work for governmentsamgenot biased toward the assumption that grgateernment
regulation is necessary to avert imagined catalse®pNor are we dependent on government fundinguor
livelihood.

What was our motivationl® wasn't financial self-interest: No grants or tdioutions were provided or promised in
return for producing the report. It wasn't politicllo government agency commissioned or author@mecefforts,
and we do not advise or support the candidaciesypoliticians or candidates for public office.

We have produced a 40-page Summary [2008] and &§0tpage Report [2009]. They can be downloaded a

NIPCC summary report “Nature — Not Human ActivitRRules the Climate”
http://www.sepp.org/publications/NIPCC _final.pdf

The full NIPCC report: Craig Idso and S. Fred Sm@dimate Change Reconsidered: The 2009 Report of the
Nongovernmental International Panel on Climate Gi@IiChicago, IL: The Heartland Institute, 2009.
www.nipccreport.org

** *% * ** *% * ** ** *% * ** ** *

APP-C--The “Fingerprint Method”

Validating climate models, requires the so-call&dderprint method,” which compares the patteshgemperature
change calculated from GH models with observecepadt Such a comparison is carried out in CCSRR&AP-
1.1 [CCSP Karl 2006] and has been further elabdraita research paper by Douglass et al. [IntesnatiJournal

of Climatology, Royal Meteorological Society, D@€07].

The crucial question is: Is warming due to natorahuman causes? How can one tell? The issdelsvious
importance since natural causes cannot be influkimcany way by policies that limit greenhouse (Gjd¥
emissions, such as CO2. Resolving the questiardifficult scientific task. Natural causes araydible; the
climate has been warming and cooling for billiofigears on many different time scales [See, eigges and
Avery 2007]. On the other hand, GH warming is gkusible, since the concentration of GH gasedkas
increasing due to human activities.

The results of the fingerprint analysis show needetble human GH contribution to warming in thet 38syears, in

5



spite of rapid rise of GH gas levels in the atmasph

The IPCC'’s Long History of Manipulation

The method agreed to by everyone is the “fingetprirethod, which compares the pattern of tempeeatends
calculated from GH models with the pattern obseinetie atmosphere. The first application of thisthod may
have been by Santer et al in IPCC-SAR [1996]. HewneSanter misapplied the method in order to fohee
conclusion that warming was due to human causeselyeGH gases.

In one attempt, he compared the geographic patfesurface temperature trends, derived from GH rsaath

the observed pattern. He calculated a “patterretaiion coefficient” and claimed that it was ingseg with time

“as the human signal emerged from the backgrouiskraf climate variability” [IPCC-SAR, 1996, chap®.
However, when the graph there is compared to tlkeerhis original publication [Santer et al 1998ne

discovered that he had removed all of the trend lies, including zero and negative trends, except ttome that
suggested an increasing correlation in the last 5@ars [Singer 1997].When questioned about this by e-mail, he
replied that it was done for “pedagogic reasor8énter also made significant text changes in Ch&poé the
IPCC-SAR report, after its approval by coauthdsge discussion by SF Singer et al [Bull. AMS 783211997],

and E. Masood [Nature 381:039, 1996]

Santer’s second attempt, also in WG1 Chapter 86f0-SAR, was to compare the modeled and obsertiadia

and altitude patterns of temperature trenitlsvas soon discovered, however, that his claimedjreement” was
due to a selective use of data; he had chosen adgiinterval (1963-1987) during which the troposphed trend

was increasing, while the overall trend during theperiod (1957-1995) was noiMichaels and Knappenberger
1996].

By then it had become quite apparent that thereandisparity between the observed trends in thEosphere and
the surface [NRC 2000; Singer 2001]:

Douglass, Pearson and Singer carried out a fulesmamparison of available model results and teatpee
observations from balloons, satellites, and reamm[2004]. They concluded that the observations did not
confirm the expected increase (from GH models) ireimperature trends with altitude in the tropics; but they
did not delve into the implication of this disparity. As a result, their result was largely ignored thy FPCC as it
prepared its Third Assessment Report.

The US CCSP

Next, a full-scale investigation of this problemsagarried out as part of the federally financedn@te Change
Science Program. CCSP-SAP1.1 [Karl, et al 200@] first and most crucial of the 21 reports of @ESP, titled
“Temperature Trends in the Lower Atmosphere: Stept/nderstanding and Reconciling Differences,” faomed
the result of Douglass et al [2004].

To be sure, the abstract of CCSP 1.1 claims tradligcrepancies between surface warming and trbposp
warming trends have been removed. This statenistatrt the sense of the CCSP report and has bigehyw
misunderstood as having confirmed the validity éf @odels. CCSP-SAP 1.1 admits, however, thatertrpics
“the majority of observational data sets show mawgming at the surface than in the troposphere..t][lalmost
all model simulations show more warming in the trogphere than at the surface’ln other words, there exists
indeed a discrepancy, which has not been remoVai Executive Summary was authored by Wigley, it
participation of the chapter lead authors, inclgdganter.

Contrary to the claim on page 37, line 31 [CCSH R@06], the comparison of modeled and observegkfiprints
shows clear disagreement [see figures 1.3F and &rtEalso 5.4G from CCSP-1.1]. While the Exeeutiv
Summary of this report claims agreement, this lBea@d by a statistical device, i.e. by using ttenge” of values
instead of their “distribution” (see figure 4G, ga3 in CCSP 1.1). However, the use of rangeeri
inappropriate [Douglass et al. 2007] since it givedue weight to “outliers.”



Following the publication of CCSP 1.1, and usingtlevailable models and data, Douglass, Christsrdea, and
Singer [2007] extended their comparison betweenah@sults and observations in the tropical zore@mcluded
again that the observations did not confirm the@dtlel results. This paper was also ignored urgtiocaip of
independent scientists, the Nongovernmental Intemmal Panel on Climate Change (NIPCC) published it
summary report in 2008. Drawing mainly on the dedan CCSP-1.1 and Douglass et al [2007], NIPCC300
[Singer et al] showed conclusively the disparitiweeen GH models and observations.

The NIPCC then drew the obvious logical conclusi@mnce GH models cannot explain the observatitnes,
warming of the past 30 years must be due predoryn@ncauses other than GH gases. In other waohéshuman
contribution to the warming trend since 1979 isaniand insignificant — a conclusion contrary totthialPCC
[2007]. Another way of stating the NIPCC resulitimate Sensitivity is considerably less than thkigs quoted by
the IPCC, i.e. 1.5 - 4.5 degC, and more in acugttdthe much lower values deduced by other methods

Recent Data Re-confirms Model Error

Recent data [Douglass and Christy 2008] confirras tiiie CO2 forcing signature assumed by ALL modelss not
exist. The data shows that global atmospheric teatpes anomalies @arth reached a maximum in 1998 that has
not been exceeded during the subsequent 10 ydaegldbal anomalies are calculated from the avesdgémate
effects occurring in the tropical and the extrairaplatitude band<tl Nifio/La Nifiaeffects in the tropical band are
shown to explain the 1998 maximum while variationthe background of the global anomalies largeiyne from
climate effects in the northern extra-troplieg not in the southern extra-tropics These effects do not have the
signature associated with CO2 climate forcing \pitisitive feedback assumed by every climate modsd usboth
the IPCC AR4 and the CCSP.

We conclude, therefore -- contrary to the assestafrthe EPA Endangerment Technical Support Doctiméhat
climate sensitivity must be well below the valuesigd by climate models, and that any estimatéstofe
warming based on such models are neither reliall@sable by any US government agency for poliappses.
This caveat applies to the MAGICC model developgd dm Wigley for the EPA because it relies on Cliena
Sensitivities extracted from the IPCC. EPA showtiuse this model for any U.S. policy or regulatanalysis.

Another way of putting our result: The evidence clarly shows that the increase in CO2 has not produdea
detectable increase in global temperature

We believe that this is the strongest argumentagtiie EPA’s attempt to treat carbon dioxide pslhutant under
the Clean Air Act.

* * *khkkkhkkk * * *khkkhkhkkhkkhk * * * *khkkkkkhk * * *

APP-D--Additional Observations on the Problems withPCC process

The IPCC can't be trusted as a credible scienceutnent and does not meet the requirements of the étadl
Information Quality Act

From the very beginning, the IPCC was a politieagher than scientific entity, with its leading

scientists reflecting the positions of their govaemts or seeking to induce their governments

to adopt the IPCC positiom particular, a small group of activists wrote theall-important Summary for
Policymakers (SPM) for each of the four IPCC repors [McKitrick et al. 2007].

While we are often told about the thousands ofrsists on whose work the Assessment reports aedbése vast
majority of these scientists have no direct infeeion the conclusions expressed by the IPCC. Té@sproduced
by an inner core of scientists, and the SPMs afiead and agreed to, line-by-line, by represengatinf member
governments. This obviously is not how real scfentesearch is reviewed and publish&tlese SPMs turn out,
in all cases, to be highly selective summaries dfd voluminous science reports — typically 800 or me pages,
with no indexes (except, finally, the Fourth Assessent Report released in 2007), and essentially uradable
except by dedicated scientists.

The IPCC’s 1990 First Assessment Report [FAR] aathet! that the observed temperature changes wesadlyr



consistent” with greenhouse models. Without mudclyasis, it arrived at a “climate sensitivity” ofla5° to 4.5° C
temperature rise for a doubling of greenhouse gdsesIPCC FAR led to the adoption of the Globahtate

Treaty at the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio de Jandihe FAR drew a critical response [SEPP 1992]. FAR the
IPCC'’s style of work also were criticized in twoitedials in Nature[Anonymous 1994, Maddox 1991]. The IPCC's
1996 Second Assessment Report [IPCC SAR] was cdeapie 1995 and published in 1996. Its SPM contathe
memorable conclusion, “the balance of evidence ssigaa discernible human influence on global cénidthe

SAR was again heavily criticized, this time for haing undergone significant changes in the body of ¢hreport

to make it ‘conform’ to the SPM —after it was finally approved by the scientists involvedn writing the

report. Not only was the report altered, but a keygraph was also doctored to suggest a human influeacThe
evidence presented to support the SPM conclusionred out to be completely spurious

There is voluminous material available about thegechanges, including\Wall Street Journal
Opinion Editorial article by Dr. Frederick Seitzei& 1996]. See the excerpt below:

A Major Deception on Global Warming
Op-Ed by Frederick SeitaVvall Street JournalJune 12, 1996

“Last week the Intergovernmental Panel on Climaten@k, a United Nations organization regarded byyraarthe best source
of scientific information about the human impacttba earth's climate, released "The Science of&énChange 1995," its first
new report in five years.

...But this report is not what it appears to be--iti®t the version that was approved by the contribgtscientists listed on the
title page. In my more than 60 years as a membethaf American scientific community, including seng as president of both
the National Academy of Sciences and the AmericdnyBical Society, | have never witnessed a moreuwttsng corruption of
the peer-review process than the events that lethi® IPCC report.

A comparison between the report approved by thetdbating scientists and the published version relde that key changes
were made after the scientists had met and acceptedt they thought was the final peer-reviewed vers The scientists were
assuming that the IPCC would obey the IPCC Ruldmey of regulations that is supposed to govermtreel's actions.
Nothing in the IPCC Rules permits anyone to chamgeientific report after it has been acceptechkypanel of scientific
contributors and the full IPCC.

The participating scientists accepted "The Scieic@imate Change" in Madrid last November [1996E full IPCC accepted it
the following month in Rome. But more than 15 satsiin Chapter 8 of the report--the key chaptdimggout the scientific
evidence for and against a human influence overaté--were changed or deleted after the sciemtisteged with examining
this question had accepted the supposedly final tex

Few of these changes were merely cosmetic; neliryoeked to remove hints of the skepticism withisthmany scientists
regard claims that human activities are having pmmpact on climate in general and on global wiagrin particular.

The following passages are examples of those incidlin the approved report but deleted from the suppsedly peer-
reviewed published version:

"None of the studies cited above has shown clearidence that we can attribute the observed [climatejhanges to the
specific cause of increases in greenhouse gases."

"No study to date has positively attributed all orpart [of the climate change observed to date] to @hropogenic [man-
made] causes.!"]

"Any claims of positive detection of significant dmate change are likely to remain controversial urit uncertainties in the
total natural variability of the climate system arereduced."”

The reviewing scientists used this original langutgkeep themselves and the IPCC horesh in no position to know who
made the major changes in Chapter 8; but the repmiead author, Benjamin D. Santer, must presumaliéke the major
responsibility. (emphases added)




This led to heated discussions between supportéhe dPCC and those who were aware of the alteneidand
graph, including an exchange of letters inBudletin of the American Meteorological Socignger et al. 1997].

SAR also provoked the 1996 publication of the Ligjpg2eclaration by SEPP, which was signed by sonfe 10
climate scientists. A booklet titled “The ScientifCase Against the Global Climate Treaty” followed&eptember
1997 and was translated into several language®HPSIED97. All these are available onlingvaiw.sepp.org In
spite of its obvious shortcomings, the IPCC repootided the underpinning for the Kyoto Protocohjeth was
adopted in December 1997.

The background is described in detail in the badkidimate Policy — From Rio to Kyoto,” published khe
Hoover Institution [Singer 2000]. The Kyoto Protbatso provoked the adoption of a short statemeptessing
doubt about its scientific foundation by the Oredjustitute for Science and Medicine, which attrdateore than
19,000 signatures from scientists, mainly in th8.JThe statement is still attracting signatures] ean be viewed
at www.oism.org.]

The Third Assessment Report (TAR) of the IPCC iQ2{IPCC 2001] was noteworthy for its use of spusio
scientific papers to back up its SPM claim of “nemd stronger evidence” of anthropogenic global viagnOne of
these was the so called ‘hockey-stick’ paper, atyais of proxy data, which claimed the twentie¢imttiry, was the
warmest in the past 1,000 years. The paper wasftated to contain basic errors in its statist@aalysis. This
paper and its author was the subject of Congreaktestimony (House Energy and Commerce Commitiae)uly
19, 2006:

Excerpt of Dr. Edward Wegman testimony

“It is not clear that Mann and associates realizbeé error in their methodology at the time of pahltion. Our re-creation
supports the critique of the [Mann]MBH98 methods.

“In general, we found the writing in MBH98 and MB®&1 be somewhat obscure and incomplete and tkieisms by
MMO03/05a/05b to be valid. The reasons for settiif2L1995 as the calibration period presented inriherative of MBH98
sounds plausibleand the error may be easily overlooked by somenaietrained in statistical methodology. We noteattthere
is no evidence that Dr. Mann or any of the otherthors in paleoclimate studies have had significanteractions with
mainstream statisticians

“ Because of this apparent isolation, we decideadttempt to understand the paleoclimate communjitgxploring the social
network of authorships in temperature reconstructio

“We found that at least 43 authors have direct tiesDr. Mann by virtue of coauthored papers withrhi Our findings from
this analysis suggest that authors in the areaisf telatively narrow field of paleoclimate stud&® closely connected. Dr.
Mann has an unusually large reach in terms of iefiloe and in particular Drs. Jones, Bradley, Hugh&dfa, Rutherford and
Osborn.

“Because of these close connections, independemdists may not be as independent as they might appeahe surface.
Although we have no direct data on the functiorohgeer review within the paleoclimate community, with 35 years of
experience with peer review in both journals ad welevaluation of research proposagi&er review may not have been as
independent as would generally be desirable. (Emphasis Added)

The IPCC also supported a paper that claimed p4€-2#&rming was of human origin and caused by greesd
gases. This work, too, contained fundamental efmits statistical analysis. The SEPP respondei® was a
2002 booklet, “The Kyoto Protocol is Not BackedS®gience” [SEPP 2002

The Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) of the IPCCpdished in 2007 [IPCC 2007]; the SPM of WorkingbGp

| was released in February 2007[IPCC SPM 2081 the full report from this Working Group was released in
May — after it had been changed, once again, to ‘oform’ to the Summary. It is significant that AR4 no longer
makes use of the hockey-stick paper or the papénirig pre-1940 human-caused warming. AR4 conclidatd
“most of the observed increase in global averagpézatures since the mid-20th centuryasy likelydue to the
observed increase in anthropogenic greenhouseogaentrations” (emphasis in the original).

However, as the present report will show, it ignbagailable evidencagainsta human contribution to current
warming and the substantial research of the pasyéars on the effects of solar activity on climel@ange.



Why have the IPCC reports been marred by controyeaad so frequently contradicted by subsequent egsb?

Certainly its agenda to find evidence of a humde o climate change is a major reason; its orgdion as a
government entity beholden to political agendamisther major reason; and the large professiorhfinancial
rewards that go to scientists and bureaucrats waviling to bend scientific facts to match thaggendas is yet a
third major reason. Another reason for the IPC@eliability is the naive acceptance by policymakef ‘peer
reviewed’ literature as necessarily authoritatlvéas become the case that refereeing standardsafoy climate-
change papers are inadequate, often because wdehaf an ‘invisible college’ of reviewers of likeclination to a
paper’s authors. [Wegman et al. 2006] (For exangume leading IPCC promoters surround themselvibsasi
many as two dozen coauthors when publishing resgmpers.) Policy should be set upon a backgroéind o
demonstrable science, not upon simple (and oftstaken) assertions that, because a paper wasaefée
conclusions must be accepted.

* * * *khkkhkkhk * * *khkkkhkkhk * * * * *khkkhkkk * *

APP-E--Results of Fingerprint Analysis: Nature Ruks the Climate, not Human Activity

The IPCC (IPCC-SAR, 1996, p. 411; IPCC, 2007-668) and most scientists believe the “fingerprmgéthod is
the only reliable one. It compares the observetepaof warming with a pattern calculated fromegreouse
models. While an agreement of such fingerprintsioaprove an anthropogenic origin for warming, duld be
consistent with such a conclusion. The observeninaich, however, argues strongly against any gignif
contribution from GH gas forcing and supports tbadausion that the observed warming is mostly dfira origin.

Climate models all predict that, if a GH effect dsiving climate change, there will be a unique fiegprint in the
form of a warming trend increasing with altitude ithe tropical troposphere, the region of the atmbsgpe up to
about 15 kilometers(See Fig. 1 below) Climate changes due to s@eability or other known climate forcings
will not yield this pattern; only sustained greenke warming will do so.

The fingerprint method was first attempted in tREC’s Second Assessment Report (SAR) (IPCC-SARG,1199
411). Its Chapter 8, titled “Detection and Attritautt,” attributed observed temperature changes tiorapogenic
factors—greenhouse gases and aerosols. The atttmpateh of warming trends with altitude turned tmube
spurious, since it depended entirely on a partiathaice of time interval for the comparison (Mielaand
Knappenberger, 1996). Similarly, an attempt to&ate the observed and calculated geographiclalision of
surface temperature trends (Samteal. 1996) involved making changes on a published gthghcould and did
mislead readers (Singer, 1999, p. 9; Singer, 200015, 43-44). In spite of these shortcomings,GFEAR
concluded that “the balance of evidence” suppoft&ilV.

With the availability of higher-quality temperatuiiata, especially from balloons and satellites, waitld improved
GH models, it has become possible to apply thesfipgnt method in a more realistic way. This wasal report
SAP-1.1, issued by the US Climate Change Scienogr®m (CCSP) in April 2006, making it readily aaile to
the IPCC for its Fourth Assessment Report [2007permits the most realistic comparison of fingerfs (Karl et
al., 2006).

While all climate models show an increasing warntiegd with altitude, peaking around 10 km at rdydWwo
times the surface value, the temperature data ffralinons give the opposite result: no increasingmwirgg, but
rather a slight cooling with altitude in the trogicone. See Figures 2 and 3, taken directly fluenQCSP report.

Both the IPCC and the CCSP agree that the pronduncesase in warming trend with altitude is thiagerprint”
of greenhouse forcing. The mismatch of observatildbns and satellites) and model-calculated fipgets clearly
falsifies the hypothesis of anthropogenic globalmiag (AGW).

EPA must conclude therefore that anthropogenicrireese gases can contribute only in a minor walggaurrent
warming, which is mainly of natural origin.
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PCM Simulations of Zonal-Mean Atmospheric Temperature Change
Total linear change computed over January 1858 to December 1890
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Figure 1.3. PCM simulations of the wertical profile of temperature change due to various forcings.
an d che effect due to all forcings aken togecher (after Sancer et o, 2000).

Figure 1. Model-calculated zonal mean atmospheric temperatiaage from 1890 to 1999 (degrees C per centgry) a
simulated by climate models from [A] well-mixed gréhouse gases, [B] sulfate aerosols (direct effentg), [C]
stratospheric and tropospheric ozone, [D] volcagcosols, [E] solar irradiance, and [F] all forangU.S. Climate
Change Science Program 2006, p. 22). Note the prmmal increase in warming trend with altitude gufes A and F,
which the IPCC identified as the ‘fingerprint’ of ggenhouse forcing.
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The CCSP report is an outgrowth of an NAS repoecehciling Observations of Global Temperature Ckang

PCM Simulations of Zonal-Mean

Atmospheric Temperature Change
All forcings

10

3
=
=
K=
5]
=

75N 45N 30N 15N Eq 158 30S  45S

-1 -0.6 -0.2 0.2 0.6 1
A ([ I N
1.2 0.8 -0.4 0 04 0.8 12

Total Linear Change Over 1958-1999 (°C)

Figure 2. Greenhouse-model-predicted temperature trendversus latitude and altitude; this is figure 1f86m

CCSP 2006, p. 25. Note the increased temperateme<rin the tropical mid-troposphere, in agreenadsd with the
IPCC result (IPCC-AR4 2007, p. 675).

issued in January 2000 (NAS, 2000). That NAS repompared surface and troposphere temperaturesteart
concluded they cannot be reconciled. Six years, ldie CCSP report expanded considerably on the 8tAdy. It is
essentially a specialized report addressing the anasial issue in the global warming debate: Iseunt global
warming anthropogenic or natural? The CCSP resuihequivocal. While all greenhouse models show an
increasing warming trend with altitude, peakinguana 10 km at roughly two times the surface valhe, t
temperature data from balloons give the opposgaltreno increasing warming, but rather a slighdlioa with
altitude in the tropical zone. See Figures 2 andk&n directly from the CCSP report.
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HadAT2 radiosonde data
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Figure 3. By contrast, observed temperature trends versitisda and altitude; this is figure 5.7E from CC3¥06, p.
116. These trends are based on the analysis afs@uie data by the Hadley Centre and are in gomskamgnt with
the corresponding U.S. analyseMotice the absence of increased temperature teerid the tropical mid-
troposphere.

The CCSP executive summary inexplicably claims exgpent between observed and calculated patterns, the
opposite of what the report itself documents.i#tstito dismiss the obvious disagreement showneibtdy of the
report by suggesting there might be something wreitig both balloon and satellite data. Unforturyatehany
people do not read beyond the summary and haveftinerbeen misled to believe the CCSP report stippor
anthropogenic warming. It does not.

The same information also can be expressed bymjdtie difference between surface trend and tnolper® trend
for the models and for the data (Singer, 2001)séen in Figure 4a and 4b below, the models shogtagnam of
negative values (i.e. surface trend less than spipere trend) indicating that atmospheric warmingb& greater

than surface warming. By contrast, the data shoimlgnpositive values for the difference in trendemonstrating
that measured warming is occurring principally loa surface and not in the atmosphere.
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Modeled and Observed Temperature Trends
in the Tropics (20°S - 20°N)
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Figure 4a. Another way of presenting the difference betweemperature trends of surface and lower
troposphere; this is figure 5.4G from CCSP 2006,1pl. The model results show a spread of values
(histogram); the data points show balloon and E&tétend values. Note the model results hardlgrtap
with the actual observed trends. (The apparentatieni of the RSS analysis of the satellite datasis/et
unexplained.)

Figure 4b. By contrast, the executive summary of the CCSPBriggresents the same information as Figure
4a in terms of ‘range’ and shows a slight overlepieen modeled and observed temperature trendsréFig
4G, p. 13).However, the use of ‘range’ is clearly inappropriaé (Douglass et al. 2007) since it gives
undue weight to ‘outliers.’
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The same information can be expressed in yet ardift way, as seen in research papers by Dougfladg2004,
2007), as shown in Figure 5 belohe models show an increase in temperature trenthvailtitude but the
observations show the opposite.

Models and Observations Disagree [Douglass, Christy, Pearson, Singer 2007]
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Figure 5. A more detailed view of the disparity of temperattrends is given in this plot of trends (in dexre
Cl/decade) versus altitude in the tropics [Dougéss. 2007]Models show an increase in the warming trend
with altitude, but balloon and satellite observatims do not.

This mismatch of observed and calculated fingergsrclearly falsifies the hypothesis of anthropogermglobal
warming (AGW). We must conclude therefore that ardpogenic greenhouse gases can contribute only in a
minor way to the current warming, which is mainlyf matural origin. The IPCC seems to be aware of this contrary
evidence but has tried to ignore it or wish it awBlye summary for policymakers of IPCC’s Fourth éssment

Report (IPCC 2007-1, p. 5) distorts the key resfithe CCSP report: “New analyses of balloon-bané satellite
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measurements of lower- and mid-tropospheric tentperahow warming rates that are similar to thddbe
surface temperature record, and are consisteninviftbir respective uncertainties, largely recangila discrepancy
noted in the TAR.” How is this possible? It is dgratly by using the concept of “range” insteadhef statistical
distribution shown in Fig. 4a. But “range” is notabust statistical measure because it gives unaight to
“outlier” results (Fig. 4b). If robust probabilityistributions were used they would show an exceggiow
probability of any overlap of modeled and the obedrtemperature trends.

Our fingerprint results have been challenged byte&Sat al [2009] — even though the NIPCC conclusiare
directly based on data taken from CCSP-SAP-1.hte8avas the lead author of the crucial Chaptevibch
dispayed and compred modeled and observed patittesiperature trends. Santer et al [2009] nowrcthat
there is consistency and no disparity. | have shi@inger, to be submitted] that their claim is spus and based
on misuse of data and statistical anlysis.

If one takes GH model results seriously, then tleeighouse fingerprint would suggest the true saerfeend should
be only 30 to 50 percent of the observed ballodellga trends in the troposphetea.that case, one would end up
with a much-reduced surface warming trend, an insificant AGW effect, and a minor GH-induced warminig

the future.
kkkkkkkkkhkhkkhhkhhhhkhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhkhrrhhhhirk *kkkkkkhkkkkkkk
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